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| NTRODUCTI ON

Pur pose

Thi s appendi x provi des gui dance for cal cul ating the civil
penalties EPA will require in pre-trial settlenment of judicial
enforcenment actions, as well as the pleading and settl enent of
adm ni strative enforcenment actions.

Scope

This appendix is to be used pursuant to Sections 113(b) and
(d) for violations of Section 608 of the Clean Air Act ("Act" or
"CAA"), as anended, and 40 C F.R Part 82, Subpart F.

Usage

Thi s appendi x shoul d be used in conjunction with the
Stationary Source Cvil Penalty Policy to determine a prelimnary
deterrence anount, which is the sumof the econom c benefit
accruing from nonconpliance and the gravity conponent reflecting
t he seriousness of the violation.

This appendix is to be used for settlenent purposes in civil
judicial cases involving violations of Section 608, but EPA
retains the discretion to seek the full statutory maxi mum penalty
inall civil judicial cases that do not settle. |In addition, for
adm nistrative penalty cases, the appendix is to be used in
conjunction with the Stationary Source Cvil Penalty Policy to
determ ne an appropriate penalty to be pled in the admnistrative
conplaint, as well as serving as guidance for settlenent anounts
in such cases. As the Stationary Source Cvil Penalty Policy
indicates, for admnistrative penalty cases under Section
113(d) (1), the Region should plead the penalty cal cul ated under
this policy, using the nbst aggressive assunptions supportable,
inits conplaint.

Persons Liable

Any "person" as defined in the Act and in the Section 608
regul ations may be held liable for violations of Section 608.
For exanple, all "persons" owning and/or operating a facility
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subject to the provisions of the Act, and any enpl oyees of such a
facility, are legally responsible for conplying with Section 608
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and with 40 CF. R Part 82, Subpart F. For the purpose of
seeking penalties for violations, EPAw Il often bring

enf orcenment actions agai nst the owners and/or operators of such
facilities, rather than against individual enployees. However,
for the purpose of Section 608 violations, "person" includes the
techni ci an who services an appliance and the enpl oyee who sells
refrigerant, as well as the individual, corporation, partnershinp,
associ ation, State, nunicipality, political subdivision of a
State, and any Agency, departnent, or instrunentality of the
United States who enploys the technician or enployee. Person

al so includes owners of appliances, disposal facilities,

manuf acturers and inporters of recycling or recovery equi pnment,
technician certification prograns, reclainers, and equi pnent
testing organi zations. Mtters involving possible crimnal
behavi or by individuals or organi zations should be referred to
the Regional Crim nal Enforcenent Counsel

PENALTI ES FOR VI OLATI NG THE ACT AND THE REGULATI ONS

Section 113 of the Clean Air Act allows EPA to seek
penalties of up to $25,000 per day for each violation. EPA may
in appropriate cases accept |less than the statutory maxi mumin
settlement. The penalty assessnents contained in this policy
(this appendix read with the Stationary Source G vil Penalty
Policy) reflect the statutory penalty assessnent criteria found
in Section 113(e) of the Act. This policy takes into account the
size of the violator's business, the violator's full conpliance
hi story, duration of the violation as established by any credible
evi dence, the econom c benefit of nonconpliance, and the
seriousness of the violation. The other penalty assessnent
factors in Section 113(e) should be taken into account in
determ ning an appropriate penalty (the econonic inpact of the
penalty on the business, good faith efforts to conply, and
paynent by the violator of penalties previously assessed for the
sanme violation). However, reliable information on these factors
is rarely available to EPA when a penalty is proposed.
Accordingly, these factors will be considered if raised and
properly docunmented during settlenment. Respondents have the
burden of persuasion on these factors, which are in the nature of
affirmati ve defenses.

CALCULATI NG A PENALTY

In accordance with the general practice EPA foll ows when
calculating all Clean Air Act civil penalties, penalties assessed
for violations of Section 608 and the inplenenting regul ations,
40 C.F. R Part 82, Subpart F, will be the sum of an econom c
benefit conponent and a gravity conponent.



Econom ¢ Benefit

This conponent is a neasure of the econom c benefit gained
by the violator as a result of nonconpliance with the Act. The
econom ¢ benefit gained by a person due to delayed or avoi ded

costs will be determned in accordance with the Stationary Source
Cvil Penalty Policy using, as appropriate, the BEN conputer
nodel . Econom c benefit should be calculated fromthe earliest

provabl e date of violation until the date that the violation is
corrected.

BEN i s not appropriate in addressing the sales restriction

i nposed by the regulations. In this case, the econom c benefit
to the person who sells class | or Il substances for use as a
refrigerant is the profit on each sale. The profit wll vary

dependi ng on how nuch the person paid to purchase the refrigerant
and at what price the refrigerant is sold.

Al t hough the Stationary Source Cvil Penalty Policy
indicates that the litigation team may el ect not to assess an
econom ¢ benefit conponent in enforcenent actions where the
viol ator's econom c benefit is |less than $5,000 (see p. 7 of the
general policy), Regions should assess an econom c benefit
conponent for the entire matter in Section 608 enforcenent
actions unless it is less than $500. G ven that the economc
benefit conponent in Section 608 enforcenent actions will |ikely
al ways be small (less than $5,000), if the general rule fromthe
Stationary Source Civil Penalty Policy were to apply, the
econoni ¢ benefit conponent would rarely be included in the
penalty cal culation. Since EPA policy requires the renoval of
the violator's econom c benefit in every enforcenent action,
except for very limted circunstances, Regions should assess an
econoni ¢ benefit conponent in all Section 608 cases where it is
greater than $500.

Gavity

The gravity conmponent, which is assessed in addition to
econom ¢ benefit, is the neasure of the seriousness of the
violation. The gravity conponent should be determ ned by
exam ning three factors: the potential environnental harm
(ozone-depleting effect of the violator's actions) resulting from
the violations, the extent of deviation fromthe statutory or
regul atory schene, and the size of violator.

1. Potential Environnental Harm

The Section 608 regul ati ons were pronul gated to prevent harm
to human health and the environnment by preventing the rel ease of
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substances that degrade the stratospheric ozone |ayer.
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Nonconpl i ance with the requirenents of the regul ations,

therefore, can result in harmto hunman health or the environnent.
Accordingly, the portion of the penalty cal culation reflecting
the potential environnmental harm of the violation should be based
on two factors:

1) the risk of or actual loss of refrigerant to the
envi r onnent

2) the i nportance of conpliance to the statutory or
regul atory schene

Ri sk of or actual |oss

The risk of or actual |oss presented by a given violation
depends on both the likelihood of |oss to the environnent and the
seriousness of the |oss, which would include both the anount of
refrigerant lost and its ozone depletion potential. A penalty
should reflect the probability that the violation could have
resulted in, or has resulted in, a loss of refrigerant to the
environnent. A larger penalty is appropriate for class |
chem cal s because of the greater ozone depletion potential than
for class Il chemcals. The greater the potential, the nore
ozone that may be destroyed in the stratosphere. In nost cases,
an actual loss would result in higher penalties than a potenti al
| oss.

One factor enforcenent personnel should evaluate in
determ ni ng whether the potential for harmis major, noderate, or
mnor in a particular situation is the risk of loss. The degree
of risk of loss represented by each category is defined as:

MAJOR: the violation poses or nay pose a substantial risk of
or actual loss of refrigerant to the environnment

MODERATE: the violation poses or nay pose a significant risk of
or actual loss of refrigerant to the environment

M NOR: the violation poses or nay pose a relatively low risk
of or actual loss of refrigerant to the environnent

In determ ning the degree of the risk of [oss of refrigerant
to the environnment, Regions should consider: how nuch
refrigerant is normally in the system (e.g. 20,000 pounds or 2
pounds) and how | i kely was the activity in question to result in
a release (e.g. changing a filter or changi ng the conpressor).

For exanpl e, changing the conpressor on a system contai ni ng
20, 000 pounds of CFC-12 wi thout having renoved the refrigerant
prior to repair would fall into the category of Substantial risk
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of or actual loss. Changing the filter on the sane system
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wi t hout having renoved the refrigerant prior to repair would fal

into the category of Significant risk of or actual | oss.

Changing the filter on a system contai ning 2 pounds of HCFC 22

wi t hout having renoved the refrigerant prior to repair would fal

into the category of Relatively Low risk of or actual loss. This
assunes that filter changes can be acconplished quickly and with
a smaller loss of refrigerant.

| nportance of conpliance to statutory or requlatory schene

A second factor enforcenent personnel should evaluate in
determ ni ng whether the potential for harmis major, noderate, or
mnor in a particular situation is the inportance of conpliance
to the statutory or regulatory schene. The degree of inportance
of conpliance to the statutory or regul atory schene represented
by each category is defined as:

MAJOR: the actions have or nmay have a substantial adverse
effect on the statutory or regulatory schene

MODERATE: the actions have or nmay have a significant adverse
effect on the statutory or regulatory schene

M NOR: the actions have or may have a snall adverse effect on
the statutory or regulatory schene

In determ ning the inportance of conpliance to the statutory
or reqgul atory schene, Regions should use the categorizations on
the following |ist unless unusual circunstances suggest the these
categories are inappropriate:

Maj or

1. Knowi ng Venti ng

2. Not using recycling/recovery equi prment

3. Not repairing |leaks (for equipnment 50 | bs and over)
4. Accepting signed statenent pursuant to 8 82.156(f)(2)

if the person knew or had reason to know that such a
signed statenent is fal se

5. Failure to follow required practices in 882.156
Moder at e

1. Techni ci ans not properly trained and certified
2. Recovery/ Recycl i ng equi pnent not properly

mai nt ai ned/ does not pull specified vacuum

Not using equi pnent certified for the type of appliance
Manuf acture or inport of recycling or recovery

equi pnent that is not certified

P w
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5. Altering design of certified refrigerant recycling or
recovery equi pnent

6. Unapproved technician training or testing prograns
i ssuing certificates

7. Sale and distribution of refrigerants to persons who

are not certified technicians after Novenber 1994,
unl ess for resale

1 Recor dkeepi ng requirenments not properly foll owed

2 Training certificate not avail able on request

3. Sal e of unreclai ned refrigerant

4. Sale of refrigerant reclained by uncertified reclainer
5 Rel ease of nore than 1.5% by recl ai ner

6 Sal e of equi pnent that does not have servicing aperture
or process stub

Fail ure of owner or reclainmer to certify

N

If, in the Region's analysis, the two factors constituting
potential for harmresult in two different designations, the nore
serious designation should be used. For exanple, the actions
have or may have a substantial adverse effect on the statutory or
regul atory schenme, but the violation poses or nmay pose a
relatively lowrisk of loss of refrigerant to the environnent.

In this exanple, the potential for harm would be designated
maj or .

2. Extent of Deviation

The extent of deviation from Section 608 and the
i npl ementing regulations relates to the degree to which the
viol ation defeats the requirenent violated. 1In any situation, a
range of potential nonconpliance with each requirenment exists.
In other words, a violator may be substantially in conpliance
with the provisions of a requirenent or it may have totally
di sregarded a requirenent. In determ ning the extent of
devi ation, the follow ng categories should be used:

MAJOR: the violator deviates fromrequirenents of the

regul ation or statute to such an extent that nost (or inportant
aspects) of the requirenents are not net, resulting in

subst anti al nonconpliance. For exanple, the owner certification
is not submtted.

MODERATE: the violator significantly deviates fromthe

requi renents of the regulation or statute, but sone of the

requi renents are inplenented as i ntended. For exanple, the owner
certification is submtted six nonths |late and includes only the
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nanme and address of the purchaser and the nane and address of the
establ i shment where each piece of equipnent is |ocated.
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M NOR: the viol ator deviates sonmewhat fromthe regul ati on or
statutory requirenents but nost, if not all inportant aspects of
the requirenents are net. For exanple, the owner certification
Is submtted one nonth | ate and does not include the nunber of
servi ce trucks used.

Each of the above factors, potential for harm and extent of
deviation froma requirenent, forns one of the axes of the
penal ty assessnment matrix. The specific cell is chosen after
determ ni ng which category (nmajor, noderate, mnor) is
appropriate for the potential for harmfactor and which category
Is appropriate for the extent of deviation factor. The conplete
matrix is:

Matrix 1:
EXTENT OF DEVI ATI ON FROM REQUI REMENT
+)))))))))))))0)))))))))))0)))))))))0)))))))))
* Maj or * Moder at e* M nor *
73133)31331331313)131)33)31)3)3333))1I3)))3))I))))))1
*  Maj or * $15, 000 = $12,000 * $10,000 =
POTENTI AL /)))))))))))))3)))))))))))3)))))))))3)))))))))1
FOR * NModerate * $9,000 = $7,000 =* $4,000
HARM /)))))))))))))3)))))))))))3)))))))))3)))))))))1
* M nor $3,000 =* $1,500 =* $750

-33233333333332333333331332313333131132313133))))-

For violations by a person who has previously been the
subj ect of a Section 608 enforcenent response (e.g. notice of
violation, warning letter, or admnistrative or judicial order),
the amounts in Matrix 1 should be increased by a m ni num of 30%
for the first violation after an enforcenent response and by a
m ni mum of 50% for the first violation after the second or
subsequent enforcenent responses. These percentages may be
i ncreased at the Regions' discretion.

Multiple Viol ati ons

EPA acknow edges that nultiple violations of the sane
requi renment by the sanme conpany of the Section 608 requirenents
may significantly increase the actual or potential environnental
harmresulting fromthe violations. The Agency, therefore, wll
assess additional anmpunts agai nst a conpany for each repeated
violation of the sanme requirenent to ensure that the tota
penal ty assessed appropriately reflects the seriousness of the
defendant's violations. After the base gravity conponent has
been determned fromMatrix 1 for the violation of a particul ar
requi renment, the multi-incident conponent of the settlenent
penalty is cal cul ated as foll ows:
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1) Usi ng the sanme gravity-based designations for the
violations as were used in Matrix 1, |ocate the
corresponding cell in Matrix 2. |If the potential for
harmof the initial violation (e.g., venting of 20
pounds of HCFC-22) is significantly different than the
subsequent violations (e.g., venting 20 pounds of CFC
12), Regions may use a different potential for harm
cell in Matrix 2 that the one used in Matrix 1.

2) Multiply the dollar anpbunt selected fromthe
appropriate cell in Matrix 2 by the nunber of
violations (e.g., nunber of additional appliances
servi ced).

Matri x 2:

EXTENT OF DEVI ATI ON FROM REQUI REMENT

+))))))))))))0))))))))))))0)))))))))0)))))))
Maj or * Moderate* M nor *

/333133313333333333)3)33))1113)3)3133))113)3)))))1
*  Maj or * $3,000 = $2,500 = $2,000=*
POTENTI AL /))))))))))))3))))))))))))3)))))))))3)))))))1
FOR * Nbderate = $1,800 = $1,200 = $800
HARM /))))))))))))3))))))))))))3)))))))))3)))))))1
* M nor * $60 * $300 * $100
-))))))))))))2))))))))))))2)))))))))2)))))))—

For violations by a person who has previously been the
subj ect of a Section 608 enforcenent response (e.g., notice of
violation, warning letter, or admnistrative or judicial order),
Regi ons shoul d al so assess an aggravated anount from Matrix 2

(i.e., increased by the sane percentage as Matrix 1). The
aggravat ed anount should be nmultiplied by the nunber of repeat
violations of the sane requirenent. |f the Region believes that

this penalty anount is insufficient for deterrent effect, it may
apply Matrix 1 to all repeat violations.

3. Size of violator

EPA wi |l scale the penalty to the size of the violator
(calculate only once per violator). Size of violator is
determ ned froman individual's or a conpany's net worth. 1In the
case of a conpany with nore than one facility, the size of the
violator figure is determ ned based on the conpany's entire
operation, not just the violating facility. Wth regard to
parent and subsidiary corporations, only the size of the entity
sued shoul d be considered. |If the Region is unable to determ ne
net worth, it may determ ne size of violator based on gross
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revenues fromall revenue sources during the prior cal endar year.
If the revenue data for the previous year appears to be
unrepresentative of the general performance of the business or
the incone of the individual, an average of the gross revenues
for the prior three years nay be used. The gravity conponent
wll be scaled for size of violator using a multiplier. |If a
busi ness has a net worth of $300,000 (or gross revenues of

$1, 000, 000), the appropriate amount fromthe matrix (or matrices)
above should be multiplied by 1. For businesses with net worth
of less than or nore than $300,000 (or gross revenues of |ess
than or nore than $1, 000, 000), Regions should divide the net
worth by $300, 000 (or the gross revenues by $1, 000,000) to
determne the nultiplier. GCenerally, the size of violator
conponent shoul d not be nore than 50% of the penalty (i.e., no
multiplier greater than 2 would be used). The penalty for

envi ronnental harnfinportance to the regulatory schenme multiplied
by the size of violator factor becones the adjusted gravity
conponent. |If EPA is unable to obtain information about either
net worth or gross revenues, than the Region should use an
aggressive assunption for the size of violator, and adjust it
downward if proof of a | ower nunmber is presented during
negoti ati ons.

Mtigating Penalty Anpunts

The penalty anmount cal culated in accordance with this policy
represents the mninmum penalty that EPA can accept in settlenent
of cases of this nature, unless reductions fromthis anount are
made in accordance with the provisions of the Stationary Source
Cvil Penalty Policy, pp. 15-19 (dated October 25, 1991). 1In
civil judicial actions, a proposed penalty reduction fromthe
anount cal cul ated under this policy nust be approved by the Air
Enforcenment Division. |If the litigation team believes that
reduction of the penalty is appropriate, the case file should
contain both a nmenorandum justifying the reduction and
docunentation that the penalty reduction was approved. In
adm ni strative enforcenent actions, Regional Adm nistrators or
their designees nmust submt penalty justification docunentation
within 20 days of issuance or signing of consent agreenents to
the Director of the Stationary Source Conpliance Division in the
Ofice of Alr Quality Planning and Standards and t he Enforcenent
Counsel for Air in the Ofice of Enforcenent.

Exanpl es of Penalty Cal cul ati ons

Fol |l ow ng are exanples of the application of this policy.
Adjustnents to the gravity conponent are made in accordance with
the Stationary Source Cvil Penalty Policy.



Exanple 1

Grady's Heating and Air-conditioning Service services honme
and office air conditioning systens. Hotel A l|ocated in Mam,
Florida, is having problenms with its air conditioning system It
does not seemto be cooling properly. In October 1993, Hotel A
hires Gady's to fix the system One of Hotel A s enpl oyees,
Grace, notices that the service person is not carrying recovery
or recycling equipnent. She follows himto where the chiller is
| ocated. The unit contains 230 kil ogranms of CFC-12. She
observes himvent the entire charge fromthe system G ace
reports her observation to EPA. An inspection by EPA of Grady's
facility reveals that the conpany owns recovery equi pnent and has
apparently properly serviced all other appliances using the
equi pnent. Grady's net worth is $330, 000.

Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent

The econom ¢ benefit of not using

t he equi pnent for this job and

avoi ded | abor cost

(1 ess than $500) $0

G avity Conponent

Knowi ng venti ng $15, 000
(frommaj or-major cell)

Anal ysis: The violator's actions resulted in Major potential for
har m because there was an actual |oss of a substanti al
anount of CFC-12, which is relatively nore ozone
depl eting than HCFCs, and because a know ng rel ease is
prohi bited during servicing unless it is de mnims.
The violator's actions were a Major deviation fromthe
requi renent because the conpany did not conply at al
with the requirenment that persons not know ngly rel ease
refrigerant.

Size of violator (Business' net worth

i s approxi mately $330, 000)

(330, 000/ 300, 000 = * 1.1
$16, 500

Prelimnary deterrence anount

Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent
Gravity Conponent +16, 50

o O

M ni mum penal ty settl enent anount $16, 500
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One year later, the Agency receives a tip that G ady's has
hired a new certified technician who is not always using recovery
equi pnent when it is needed. After investigating the tip, the
Agency concl udes that on three occasions, Gady's has viol ated
the venting prohibition.

Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent

The econom ¢ benefit of not using

t he equi pnent for this job and

avoi ded | abor cost

(1 ess than $500) $0

G avity Conponent

Knowi ng venti ng $15, 000

(frommaj or-major cell)

aggravated by 30% (15,000 *. 30)

because violation occurred after

an enforcenent response + 4,500
19, 500

19, 500

Anal ysis: The violator's actions resulted in Major potential for
har m because there was an actual |oss of a substanti al
anmount of CFC-12, which is relatively nore ozone
depl eting than HCFCs, and because a know ng rel ease is
prohi bited during servicing unless it is de mnims.
The violator's actions were a Major deviation fromthe
requi renment because the conpany did not conply at al
with the requirenent that persons not know ngly rel ease
refrigerant.

Mul ti-incident assessnent

(# of additional violations nultiplied

by maj or-nmaj or cell anpunt)

2 * $3000 6, 000
aggravated by 30% (6,000 *. 30)

because vi ol ati ons occurred after

an enforcenent response + 1,800
7, 800

+ 7,800

27, 300

Si ze of violator (Business' net worth

i's approxi mately $330, 000)

(330, 000/ 300, 000 = * 1.1
$30, 030




Prelimnary deterrence anpunt

Econom c Benefit Conponent 0

Gravity Conponent +30, 030

M ni nrum penalty settl enent anpunt $30, 030
Exanple 2

Joe, owner of Joe's Repair, has been manufacturing
refrigerant recovery devices for snmall appliances in his spare
time. Joe has not had the devices tested or certified by an
approved equi pnent testing organi zation. Since Novenber 15,
1993, Joe has manufactured seven units and is using themat his
shop. Wen EPA tested the units, it determ ned that the
equi pnent could recover 50% of the refrigerant in a smal
appliance. Joe's net worth is $180, 000.

Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent

The econom c benefit of del aying

the cost of testing + cost of building

equi pnrent that neets standards or

pur chasi ng approved equi pnent $ anount
from BEN

G avity Conponent

Manuf acturi ng uncertified equi pnment $7, 000
(from noder at e- noderate cell)

Anal ysis: The violator's actions resulted in a Mderate potenti al
for harm because there was an actual |oss of a
significant anount of refrigerant (the equi pnent can
only recover 50% and because his equi pnmrent does not
meet the m ni num standard for recovery. The violator's
actions involve a Mdderate deviation fromthe
requi renents because al though Joe is using sone
equi pnent, i.e, he is not sinply venting, he did not
have his equi pnment tested and certified.

Mul ti-incident assessnent

(# of additional violations nultiplied

by noder at e-noderate cell anount)

6 * $1200 = $7, 200
$14, 200

Si ze of violator (Business' net worth
is approxi mately $180, 000)



180, 000/ 300, 000 = l . 6

$8, 52



Prelimnary deterrence anpunt

Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent ??

Gravity Conponent +_ 8,520

M ni num penalty settl enent anpunt $
Exanple 3

Dave, a buil ding manager for an office conplex in Tacoma
Washi ngt on, uses passive recovery equi pnent when he or his crew
(two people) work on the rooftop chiller that contains 30 pounds
of R-22. Dave decided not to purchase the appropriate (and nore
expensi ve) recovery equi pnent for the building or get hinself or
his crewtrained and certified. During a routine inspection in
January 1994, an EPA inspector discovers that the buil ding does
not have the required recovery equi pnent, nor did Dave or the
bui | di ng owner ever submt a certification indicating that
certified equi pnment had been acquired. The inspector also
reviews the building's repair | og which shows 5 repairs when the
passi ve equi pnent was used. The building owner's net worth is
$1, 500, 000.

Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent

The econom c benefit of del aying

t he purchase of equi pnment + cost

of operation and mai nt enance +

cost of certifying technicians $ anount
from BEN

G avity Conponent

Servicing w thout using
certified equi pnent $7, 000
(from noder at e- noderate cel l)

Anal ysis: The violator's actions resulted in a Mdderate potenti al
for harm because there was an actual |oss of a
significant anount of refrigerant (passive equi pnent
can only recover a small percentage of the actual
charge) and because Dave is not using equipnent that is
appropriate for the appliance serviced. The violator's
actions involve a Mdderate deviation fromthe
requi renents because al though Dave is using sone
equi pnent, i.e, he is not sinply venting, he is not
usi ng the equi pnent required by the regul ations for
this type of appliance.
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Mul ti-incident

(# of additional violations nmultiplied

by maj or-noderate cell anount)

(4 * $1200) 4, 800

Techni ci ans not certified 9, 000
(from noder ate-maj or cell)

Anal ysis: The violator's actions resulted in a Mdderate potenti al
for harm because the risk of |oss due to untrained
techni ci ans inproperly using recovery equi pnent is
significant. The violator's actions involve a Mjor
deviation fromthe requirenents because the technicians
did not conply with any of the technician certification
requi renents.

Mul ti-incident
(# of additional violations multiplied
by noder at e-noderate cell anount)

(2 * $1200) 2,400
Failure to submt certification 3,000

(fromm nor-major cell)

Anal ysis: The violator's actions resulted in a Mnor potenti al
for environnmental harm because failure of an owner to
certify underm nes the Agency's ability to determ ne
conpliance with the regulations. The violator's
actions involve a Major deviation fromthe requirenents
because the owner did not conply with any of the
certification requirenents.

26, 200
Size of violator (Business' net worth
i s approxi mately $1, 500, 000)
(1, 500, 000/ 300, 000 = 5)
Because generally the size of violator
shoul d be no nore than 50% of the
prelimnary deterrence anount, the
multiplier is reduced to 2) * 2
$52, 400
Prelim nary deterrence anount
Econom ¢ Benefit Conponent ??
Gravity Conponent +52, 400

M ni nrum penalty settl ement anount $




